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All Participants: 

(1) Leslie Wong . 

(2) Mr. Jerry A Miller . 

Date of Interview: 8 June 2005 



Status of Application: Allowance 

(3) . 

(4) . 

Time: 



Type of Interview: 

Telephonic 

□ Video Conference 

□ Personal (Copy given to: □ Applicant □ Applicant's representative) 

Exhibit Shown or Demonstrated: □ Yes □ No 
If Yes, provide a brief description: 

Parti. 

Rejection(s) discussed: 



Claims discussed: 

1,11, 20, 30, 33, 35, 37,77,78, 80, 83, 84, 85, 86, 89, 92, 95, and 100 

Prior art documents discussed: 
Dygert et al. (US 20020048224 A1) 

Part II. 

SUBSTANCE OF INTERVIEW DESCRIBING THE GENERAL NATURE OF WHAT WAS DISCUSSED: 
See Continuation Sheet 

Part III. 

I3 It is not necessary for applicant to provide a separate record of the substance of the interview, since the interview 
directly resulted in the allowance of the application. The examiner will provide a written summary of the substance 
of the interview in the Notice of Allowability. 

□ It is not necessary for applicant to provide a separate record of the substance of the interview, since the interview 
did not result in resolution of all issues. A brief summary by the examiner appears in Part II above. 
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Continuation of Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was discussed: 

On 25 May 2005, Examiner contacted Applicants' representative to discuss if he would take the allowed claims (i.e., 
33-36) and cancel the rest of the claims in an effort to advance the prosecution. Applicants' representative indicated 
that he would amend the claims with Examiner's suggestion to get the rest of claims allowed. Examiner suggested 
that the feature of distance calculation should be elaborated and the non-commercial test should be added for all of the 
claims. Applicants'representative agreed to do so. 

On 01 June 2005, Examiner contacted Applicants' representative and indicated that during an update search, 
Examiner found that the Dygert reference appear to be relevant to the claimed invention. In particular, paragraph 0043 
can be read on the proposed amendment for the distance calculation feature. Examiner requested that the 
representative study the prior art and provide feedback to the Examiner. 

On 02 June 2005, the representative has affirmed that the Dygert reference teaches one embodiment of the proposed 
amendment for the distance calculation. However, the representative indicated that Examiner has not provided any 
references that would perform AT LEAST TWO out of three content on the medium for the medium identifier and that 
nothing has been cited that teaches or suggests the aspect of conducting non-commerical test. 

On 07 June 2005, Examiner contacted the representaive to suggest that the detail steps of conducting the non- 
commercial test should be added to claims 1 , 1 1 , 37, 77, 78, 80, 83-86, 89, and 92. For claims 89 and 92, add 
language for the steps of commerical test and add "at least two" for receiving a medium identifier. Applicants' 
representative agreed to do so. 

On 08 June 2005, Examiner indicated that all method claims should have "computer-implemented" in order to 
overcome the 101 issue. The representative agreed to do so. Further, the applicants' representative authorized the 
Examiner to make all of the above proposed amendments via an Examiner's amendment. 
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